The aim of this SRP is to study the utility of the United Nations Security Council as the tool to manage the security issues of our world in the 21 st century. Starting from a description of the Security Council concept, I will study the impact of the fall of the Berlin Wall on its working. Furthermore I will examine what the first decade of the 21 st century demonstrates about the working of the Security Council. Before envisaging the necessary reforms to prevent the Security Council from becoming obsolete, I will make a comparison between the current position of the United States and Belgium in this matter.
WHICH FUTURE FOR THE UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
Any world order that elevates one nation or group of people over another will inevitably fail -President Obama, Cairo University, 4 June 2009
The Westphalia Treaty could be considered as the starting point of an interest in international relations. In fact, it is the first time that different states were speaking about a kind of collective security and this period is considered by historians as the onset of diplomacy and modern international relations 1 . The Westphalia Treaty is considered to be the first infancies of diplomacy, as a consequence of too much suffering. It was the first time the recourse to arms has been outlawed 2 . We have to take into consideration that the Treaty of Westphalia put forward the notion of sovereignty of states in international relations 3 .
Numbers of bloody conflicts have occurred during the centuries following the Westphalia Treaty and the most destructive were the two world wars of the twentieth century. At the end of both the First and the Second World War, the United States tried to create an international organization to avoid future conflicts. The first attempt made by President Wilson, the League of Nations, was not a success and could not prevent the second world conflict. It is important to highlight the fact that the United States didn't follow their President in his project of the League of Nations and refused to accept the participation of the US in this organization. After the Second World War and the lessons learned from the way to manage the period after WWI, the United States was at the origin of the creation of the United Nations. In this organization, the collective management of the world's security has been given to the Security Council in accordance with the UN Charter.
Could it be possible to envisage our world without the United Nations? The negative answer to this question could convince us of its necessity. Like Ambassador Susan E. Rice said "the UN is imperfect but it is also indispensable" 4 . At the dawn of the twenty-first century, a lot of criticisms are made of the UN and the UNSC in particular.
But more than half a century after its creation, 193 countries are members of the UN and agree to follow the decisions of the UNSC and the world has not been torn apart by a world conflict since. An easy conclusion could be that the good working of the Security Council is at the basis of this exceptionally long peaceful period but it is not so obvious.
The UNSC was created following the balance of power at the end of WWII. Minor changes have been made to its organization during the last 65 years. The aim of this SRP is to study the utility of the UNSC as the tool to manage the security issues of our world in the 21st century. Starting from a description of the Security Council concept based on the analysis of the UN Charter, I will study the impact of the fall of the Berlin Wall on its working. Furthermore, I will examine what the first decade of the 21st century demonstrated about the efficacy of the UNSC. From the analysis of the last twenty years of working of this institution, I will describe the reforms which are necessary to give a new impulse and a new credibility to the UNSC. It seems to me interesting to compare the current approaches of two founding fathers of this institution, the United
States which is the current world superpower and could be favorable to unilateralism, and Belgium, my home country, a little country in central Europe which, because of its smallness, is easily steered to multilateralism.
The Security Council is one of the six bodies described in the UN Charter in its Chapter 3 to reach the United Nations' aims which are the triptych peace, freedom and development 5 . In this paragraph, I will explain the composition, the general missions, the decision process and its role in the world security process. The article 23 describing the UNSC is one of the most controversial of the Charter 6 . Its original composition found its origin in the balance of power at the end of WWII. At the origin, the UNSC was made of eleven members, five permanent and six non permanent. Those were elected for a period of two years and were not eligible for immediate re-election . The number of non-permanent members was augmented in 1963 following the important increase of the UN members due to the decolonization period 7 . At this time it was a not too difficult reform because it concerned the non-permanent members only. Different attempts for modification of the nucleus of the UNSC permanent members never succeeded until now, because of the balance of power resulting from this membership.
Two criteria defined the choice of the non-permanent members of the UNSC 8 , the first one being geographical repartition, and the second one being connected to the contribution of the members to peace maintenance, international security and other aims of the organization. The geographical criterion seems to be a relatively neutral one and is independent of any political alliance. The second one, which has a certain priority on the first one, takes into account the capacity of military intervention of the different Following the UN Charter in its article 24, the UNSC is responsible for maintaining peace and international security. The position of the UNSC is central in this
organization. The precise role of the Security Council is to be the international policeman in charge of conceiving and imposing world order. The United Nations has undergone substantial progress in comparison with the League of Nations which didn't possess such an organ. All the members of the UN have to accept and to apply the decisions of the Security Council as described in the Charter in article 25. The fact that the UNSC is composed of the five winning powers of WWII, who possess of a veto right, can explain why the Five have agreed to empower the UNSC.
The decisions inside the UNSC have to be taken with a majority of nine members including the mandatory vote of the five permanent members. Every member disposes of one vote. The decisional system is in the center of a controversy since the writing of the Charter. It has been written that without the veto right given to the five permanent members of the UNSC the United Nations wouldn't be created. This privilege for the Five has been criticized by the small nations during the writing of the Charter
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. This right reinforces the power and influence of the big five. It was also at the origin of the paralysis of the UNSC during the Cold War which, in case of an absence of consensus between his permanent members, is not able to fulfill its mission of maintaining peace.
Nothing in the Charter is foreseen to solve this issue.
The power of the UNSC is relatively extensive. It has to maintain peace and this aim can justify many actions. We could say that all means are good to preserve, maintain or restore peace 11 . The abstract notion of threat against peace is very subjective and so it is difficult to fix precisely the limits to the power of the UNSC. Three chapters of the UN Charter describe principally its role inside the system of collective security. In the scope of chapter VI, the action of the UNSC is essentially mediatory, while it is more authoritarian in chapter VII. Chapter VIII concerns the regional agreements.
Chapter VI is about the peaceful settling of conflicts without using power in international relations. Different means are available to solve peacefully a dispute: negotiation, mediation inquiry, reconciliation, arbitration, judiciary settlement, use of regional agreement or organization and other peaceful means chosen by the conflicting parties 12 . It is important to underline that only disputes that can endanger peace have to be taken into account. In this matter, the intervention of the UNSC should be exceptional as last resort in case of the impossibility to reach an agreement between the parties in conflict. In the Charter, it is foreseen that the UNSC has the authority to intervene in any stage of a dispute and has the right to determine the ways or procedures that could bring a solution to the dispute provide to the organization. In the spirit of the Charter, these intervention forces have to have a certain permanent character and will be the result of special agreements between the members. It has not been possible to reach an agreement in this matter and therefore the UNSC didn't receive its own army. This has been since the dawn of the UNSC a real weakness for the dreamed working of this organization.
Chapter VIII describes the role that regional mechanisms should play in the UN collective security system. They are in first instance responsible for solving in a peaceful way any disputes between its member states before submitting those problems to the UNSC. The Charter clarifies the use of force by a regional organization that is only authorized after approval of UNSC. The existence of regional organizations is not a limitation of the freedom of acting of the UNSC. Indeed, it is free to intervene in a dispute when it wants even if a regional organization is already involved in the case.
However, the Charter was not very clear in that matter and it is the practice that will define the repartition of the responsibilities between the UNSC and the regional organizations in the domain of peace maintenance 16 .
It is easy to understand that the UNSC was created in the euphoria of the end of WWII when the great powers of that time formed an alliance against the Axis Alliance.
Theoretically, this system has been well thought out, but the reality of the Cold War rapidly changed the international environment and led to a marginalization of the UNSC.
Only once during the Cold War was it possible to decide inside the UNSC about an armed intervention. It was the case of the war in Korea. An absence of the Soviet Union in meetings of the UNSC made it possible. In all other cases the UNSC has been paralyzed by the veto right issued by the Soviet Union. This deadlock was bypassed by the use of the General Assembly throughout the Dean Acheson resolution 17 .
The fall of the Berlin Wall gave a new hope to make of the UNSC a useful tool.
There was a feeling of euphoria growing out of the fact that a new world order, based on law and no longer on power was possible again. After the Cold War, a new world system was not created, as was the case after WWI and WWII, but the thought arose that the UN system could finally be effective. This effectiveness would depend on the way the first world power without any competitor would act internationally. I will now study the last twenty years of the UNSC history, starting with the last ten years of the previous century and continuing with the first ten years of the new century. , the formal Russian power was listened to in the UNSC and the same was true for China. Politically, it was a success and it led some people to start dreaming that all problems in the international community could be solved in the same way.
On the basis of this success the Secretary General BB Ghali made an attempt to improve the working of the UN in its mission to maintain international peace. His new agenda for peace contained some propositions about "the means to reinforce the capacity of the organization in different domains like preemptive diplomacy, peace keeping, and peacemaking and about the way to improve the efficiency of the organization in the frame of the UN Charter"
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. This project has not been a success and this Secretary General was not reelected following a veto of the United States, which some authors attribute to the desire of BB Ghali to give a real supranational power to the UN.
The prestige of the UNSC has been downgraded since by some painful failures like in Somalia, in Rwanda and in Bosnia. These three missions have put in evidence an evolution in the disputes the UNSC has to cope with. The majority of the conflicts in the 1990's are internal disputes and no longer international conflicts. There is no interference right in the internal affairs of countries and it was certainly not for this type of conflicts that the UN Charter was created. These three failed missions put also in evidence the difficulties for the UNSC to solve local issues when major interests of the P5 are not in danger.
The first military action from Western countries outside of a decision of the UNSC was the bombing in December 1998 of Iraq by the United States, in collaboration with the United Kingdom, following issues in the undertaking of nuclear inspections in Iraq.
This operation has been seen as a unilateral action because of the absence of an UNSC discussion about it and as a consequence the absence of a UNSC resolution.
This action provoked negative reactions inside the permanent members of the UNSC and certainly in Russia. The Russian Ambassador in the UN spoke about "a unilateral action, which undermined the unity of the UNSC and of the P5" The 9/11 event gives a new chance to the UNSC to prove the necessity of his existence. The day after the attacks on the World Trade Center, the UNSC adopted the resolution 1368 which qualified these attacks as an act of international terrorism considered as a threat to international peace and security. It is a blank authorization by the UNSC of an American military intervention as a self-defense reaction 30 . This very rapid reaction of the UNSC was motivated by the fear that the United States would react unilaterally to the terrorist attacks. The international community has as aim that the United States will act throughout the international institutions which was not always the case during the last decade of the twentieth century 31 .
The threat of terrorism could be considered as an easy subject for the UNSC.
Indeed, all the permanent members of the UNSC are under the threat of terrorist attacks and none uses terrorism as a means for their foreign policy . We can draw a parallelism between the period following the invasion of Kuwait and the one following 9/11. These two periods demonstrate a quasi unanimity inside the UNSC which remained for some months. It could be evidence that when a crisis is exempt of a hidden political agenda, the UNSC is an efficient tool to manage the issue.
As after the unanimity behind the intervention in Kuwait, the consensus in the UNSC to act against the terrorist threat was followed by an attempt to improve the influence of an international system on the management of the world. In this case, it concerned the creation of the International Criminal Court which is seen as an improvement in the direction of a world managed by laws and less so by the power of some countries 35 . But in opposition to international tribunals for the Former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, the new ICC does not fall under the responsibility of the UNSC. This fact creates a real issue for some great powers, which were not inclined to allow their Council and the third one is not to change the existing situation.
The first option is to raise the number of seats of the Security Council to adapt its composition to the situation of the 21 st century. The question will be to define the criteria following which we will choose the new members. Those criteria could be a combination of some of the following factors: the number of inhabitants, the area of the country, the contribution to the UN budget, and the number of soldiers delivered for UN missions 48 .
All these criteria have to be linked with an equitable representation of the different parts of the world. Different propositions are put forward by different groups of countries. I will describe the most important ones. Firstly, the group of four (G4) 49 is in favor of an augmentation with ten seats (six permanent and four non-permanent). The new permanent members will not receive a veto right. Secondly, another group of countries named Uniting for Consensus 50 comes with a proposition to only increase the number of non-permanent members to twenty but their mandates could be renewable 51 . Thirdly, there is a regional model which foresees to create ten new permanent members but without veto power. The particularity of this approach is that it will be the region which will receive the seats that will decide for itself to which countries the seats will be given 52
. Finally, there is even a proposition, named High Twenties which envisages to create a UNSC with 190 members 53 .
Concerning the new permanent seats, the two major candidates prior to the declaration of President Obama in November 2010 seem to be Germany and Japan.
India could be the next representative for Asia, certainly with the support of the US. This process is ongoing for more than twenty years and it is not easy to reach a consensus in this matter. In each of the world's regions, there are a lot of rivalries between countries. Some are afraid of the power one of its neighbors could receive with a seat in the Security Council. India, which meets all the criteria to access to this position, received a strong support of the US recently but has been facing, like Japan, the opposition from China for many years 54 . Pakistan is also strongly opposed to giving a permanent seat to India, like South-Korea is to Japan 55 . In South-America, the application of Brazil provokes negative reactions in Argentina and this is true for many other candidates.
The decision of the US to support a candidate has to be seen as a means of reinforcement of the support of this country to the US diplomacy. Japan and Germany are already strong allies of the US and the support from the US to the application for a permanent seat from these two countries could strengthen even more the relationships.
Choosing countries from Africa and South-America is far from obvious, but following a mix of the different criteria mentioned above, Brazil and South-Africa seem to be the most likely candidates to receive support. But in the case of the G4 proposition, who will receive the sixth seat? Should it be a country from Africa or from South-America?
Taking into account the number of members from Africa, it would be logical that this continent would dispose of the last seat.
The feasibility of this first solution, augmenting the number of seats, is far from being evident. The way to a consensus could be very long. However, the US has the possibility to take the lead in researching this consensus and this could be a way for the US to demonstrate to the external world that it has chosen multilateralism. The US should put all its influence in action to try to find a general compromise. The acceptability and suitability of this solution is real from my point of view. The support given to India could ameliorate the US relations with this country, even though it could affect the relations with China, who is not in favor of a seat for India. In the same way, the support given to other countries could become an advantage for the US in building some new strong relations with those countries. It could help the US to hold a certain control of the world and to support its position of world hegemony. On the one hand, the risk is high, in spite of the US support to the process that a consensus will be very difficult to achieve. On the other hand, I believe that a nation which will play a leading role in the world has to take some risks to maintain this supremacy that emerging economic powers in different parts of the world could challenge.
The second option consists of the redistribution of the current seats of the Security Council without raising the number of members. In its current composition, there is a lack of balance between the representations of the different continents; Africa and South-America do not have permanent members of the Council. The Asian continent is only represented by China, while Japan and India are not in the club. In Europe, two countries are members but not the most important one, which is Germany.
The European Union seems to be the future of Europe and its integration is ongoing, certainly on the economic side with the unique currency. It is very improbable that any case the number of five will not be enough to give a seat to each regional organization. A variation to this option could be to give a seat to the regional organizations while also increasing the number of permanent seats and simultaneously diminishing the number of non-permanent members.
The third option, the status quo one, seems to be a pragmatic one. The process of changing the composition of the Security Council is a very complex one and is ongoing since a very long period of time. I will now describe the positions of some permanent members in this matter. The US, as most powerful member, can be a spectator of this ongoing process without making any propositions of its own. It is most likely that this process will stay in "progress" during a long period of time without Council. However, it will be difficult to change this situation as it will seem like a loss of influence on the world stage for these two European countries.
The third option is feasible and certainly acceptable for the current members of the Security Council. Some countries inside the P-5 seem to be happy that the reform process seems to be very slow 57 . However, the losers of WWII, Germany and Japan, who have again become important economic powers in the world, are pushing to become members of the Council. Two other countries, India and Brazil, which will be very important economic powers in a near future, are also candidates. It could be argued that the current balance of power is so different from the one occurring after WWII, that the suitability of the status quo option becomes doubtful. However, the necessity of a consensus between the P-5 makes every project of reform very complicated and a real risk exists that the status quo option remains the only possible solution, because of a lack of agreement between the P-5 in this matter.
There is another important issue coupled to the increase or not of the number of seats in the UNSC. It is the future of the veto right. There are again different options concerning the evolution of this veto. Four options seem to be possible. The first one is to stay with the current situation, the second one is an extension of the veto to the new permanent members, the third one is to limit the use of this right and the last one is to completely abolish the veto 58 .
A consensus between the current permanent members not to give the veto right to the new members could be an element to facilitate the consensus concerning the acceptance of a new member inside the P-5 , it would be difficult for the P-5 to accept to limit their safety belt 61 .
However, one possibility could be to demand that two or three members of the P-5 use simultaneously the veto for it to be valid, and another option being that the veto shouldn't be used in case of genocide and crime against humanity WWII puts an end to the American foreign policy based on isolationism.
President Roosevelt was influenced by the failure of the League of Nations which was not able to prevent WWII. As a consequence, he was at the basis of the creation of the United Nations which should manage the world's collective security 63 . The last twenty Belgium is situated at the opposite on the scale of power. Before WWII, Belgium chose a neutrality approach but two invasions during the twentieth century changed the Belgian way of envisaging its security issues. My country chose the multilateral approach and we were with the founders of the United Nations, NATO and the EU via its different steps to its current structure. Belgium believes in the paramount utility of the UNSC and tries regularly to become a non permanent member of this institution. Our sense of compromise, even if internally it is strongly challenged these days, is very useful in international organizations. Acting outside a resolution of the UNSC is almost unthinkable for Belgium.
In the matter of the reform of the UNSC, Belgium is favorable to an increase of the seats in the UNSC with a maximum of 25 seats in total but without the creation of a new category of members, the semi-permanent ones To conclude, the future of the UNSC stays in the hands of its permanent members. No one can impose something to one of these five powers but they have an immense responsibility to the rest of the world. The UNSC cannot be something we use if it is in our interest to do so, and don't use if it is not. The principle itself of any law is opposed to this, even in the case of international laws which are not supported by an international court. Moreover, these five powers should have a role in leading by example and should respect that organization created by them. It is true that after every conflict a new system for managing security has been invented, except at the end of the Cold War it was not the case. This is perhaps a sign that the UN is the least bad system we ever found but to stay accurate some reforms are necessary, not in the least because of the rise of new emerging powers. My recommendation is to retain the reform option of the expansion of the UNSC permanent members. As leading power and as founding member of the UN, the US has to take the lead in an enlargement of the number of seats of the Security Council to adapt it to the reality of the 21 st century. The role of the regional organizations is currently far from strong enough to represent their region in the Security Council, which excludes the second option. The retained option enables a certain sharing of the US current power, while encouraging other emerging countries to be part of the management of the security of our world. This can only reinforce the US' leading position because it will lead to an increase of the number of strong allies. If we shouldn't succeed in this enterprise, the last option of remaining with the current situation remains a security net with the risk of marginalization of the entire organization.
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